RECEWED & INSPECTED

FEB 14200

Diane Williams FCC-MAILROOM
18324 Cape Lane , Houston, MO 65483

November 2, 2005 8:23 PM

Senator Jim Talent

U.S. Senate

493 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Talent:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly fiat fee. Many of your constituents, including

me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change propesed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month

of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-velume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer T would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC of ficials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Diane Williams

cc
FCC General Email Box
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FEB 14 2006

Robert Gosh

1066 Silverwood Alcove , Woodbury, MN 55125-8603

November 2, 2005 8:22 PM

Senator Mark Dayton

U.S, Senate

123 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dayton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently coilected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies 1o recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continiied work and I look forward to hearing about your position-on this matter.
Sincerely,
Robert Gosh | e _— S

cc: . .
FCC General Email Box -
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Michael callison FQ‘Q'MAI LROOM

1106 W. Park #188 , Livingston, MT 59047

November 2, 2005 4:00 PM

Senator Conrad Burns

U.S. Senate

187 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Burns:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FC.C) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael callison

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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FEB 1 4 72006
Ida Halliburton

4937 Euclid Ave , East Chicago, IN 46312-3742 "M tILROOM

Movember 2, 2005 11:23 AM

Senator Evan Bayh

U.S. Senate

463 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bayh:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the

Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I em charged fairly. If the FCC goes o a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans 1o change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I wilt continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your pesition on this matter.
Sincerely,

Ida Halliburton

cc
FCC General Email Box




RECENED & sFeCTeD

FEB 14 2006

Jan Turner
2941 Country Club Ct , Reedsport, OR 97467

November 2, 2005 11:49 PN

Senator Ron Wyden

U.S. Senate

230 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Wyden:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many fow-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a humbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately af fect those in your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,

Jan Turner

cC.
FCC General Email Box




RECEVED & hiSPECTED

FEB 1 4 2006
Christine Wilson
5347 Old Cartersville Rd. , Dallas, GA 30132

November 2, 2005 3:25 PM

Senator Johnny Isakson

U.S. Senate

120 Russel]l Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

! Dear Senator Isakson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fand as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could canse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
inore. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Christine Wilson

ce:
FCC General Email Box




RECEIVED & wiaFeCieD

FEB 1 4 2006

Nancy Whitmire
325 Michelle Dr , Chattanooga, TN 37412 FCC-MA’LROOM

November 3,2005 12:14 AM

Representative Zach Wamp

.S, House of Representatives
1436 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, bC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Wamp:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wili be neqgatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of The USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Cedlition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies fo recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer T would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legisiation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I lock forward to hearing about your position en this matter.
Sincerely,
Nancy Whitmire

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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FER 1 4 2006
MAILROOM

21435 hwy 49 , Saucier, MS 39574-9514
November 2, 2005 3:20 PM

Senator Trent Lott

U.8. Senate

487 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Pear Senator Lott:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {FCC}) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for deing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.,
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all acress America.

The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Thomas 8 McCluskey

i

cc:
FCC General Email Box




' RECENED & HISPECTED

FEB 1 4 2006

9755 Red Clover Ct. , Baltimore, MD 21234

November 2, 2005 1:33 PM

Senator Paul Sarbanes

U.S. Senate

309 Hart Senate Office Building
‘Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Sarbanes:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC} position to change the Universal
Service Fund {(USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zereo minutes of long distanee a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes te a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monttor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hgari.ng about your position on this matter.

FEE

Sincerely,

Rich?};_c_l_Scrimger

ce: ’
FCC General Emai] Box




James E, Smith
|

137 Steele Rd. , Rogersville, TN 37857-3924
November 2, 2005 3:53 PM

Senator Bill Frist

U.S. Senate

509 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Frist:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {(FCC} position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, sentor citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's récent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I lock forward to hearing about your positicn on this matter.

Sincerely,

James E.Smith

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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FEB 1 4 2006

FCC T ILRCOM

November 2, 2005 7:36 PM

Joan Sears

P.O. Box 636 8709 rt#9, Chazy, NY 12921

Representative John McHugh

U.S. House of Representatives

2333 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative McHugh:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Joan Sear's

el s - - -
FCC General Email. Box
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FCC-MAILROOM

2063 Begonia , Casper, WY 82604-3758

November 2, 2005 11:45 AM

Senator Mike Enzi

U.S. Senate

379-A Russeli Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Enzi:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissiens' (FCC) position 1o change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that semeone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount info the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalitien, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthily
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am oware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes te a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to manitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Peter Beatty

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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FEB 1 4 2006

Lorena Wasson

e W_
4155 Lancaster Dr. NE sp#80 , Salem, OR 97305

November 2, 2005 1:36 PM

Senator Ron Wyden

U.S. Senate

230 Dyirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Wyden:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-inccme residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary,
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
de. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and Tlook forward to hearing about your position on this.matter.

Sincerely,

IL.orena Wasson

(5164

FCC;C&H_eral-Email Box -




RECEIVED & ISPECTED

FEB 1 4 2006

Billy Estes
208 Watson Road , Paducah, KY 42003-8934

AILROOM

November 2, 2005 11:51 AM

Representative Ed Whitfield
U.5. House of Representatives
301 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Whitfield:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireiess users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees fo their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Billy Estes

ce:
FCC General Email Box

AR e o n o
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FEB 1 4 2008

Raymond Ribeiro

61 Payson Ave. , Audubon, NJ 08106-1951

Novembher 2, 2005 1:46 PM

Representative Robert Andrews
U.S. House of Representatives

2439 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Andrews:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senier citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Raymond Ribeiro
cer o i

FCC General Eniail Box
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Cathleen V. Leso
335 East Pine St , Mahanoy City, PA 17948-2740

November 2, 2005 2:59 PM

Senator Rick Santorum

U.S. Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
‘Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a {lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. Asa consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to 2 numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Cathleen V. Leso

cer '
FCC General Email Box
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FEB 14 2006

Leon CHABOUDE -
145 Cola ST. , Winston, OR 97496

November 2, 2005 11:07 PM

Senator Ron Wyden

U.S. Senate

230 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Wyden:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including

me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthiy
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume fo low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
rewsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal faw does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I wiil continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Leon CHABCUDE

cc:

FCC General Email Box
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FEB 1 4 2006

FCC-MAILROOM

Richard Yeaman
P.O. Box 618 , Richmondville, NY 12149

November 2, 2005 6:40 PM

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the systemn. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Richard Yeaman

ce:
FCC General Email Box




RECEIVED & ISPECTED

FEB 1 4 2006

Tari Moore - ~ M
883 Gladewood Ln , Traverse City, MT 49686

November 2, 2006 8:41 PM

Representative Dave Camp

U.S. House of Representatives
137 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-000t

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Camp:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) pesition to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method fo a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high voiume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsietters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,
Tari Moore

cec
FCC General Email Box




RECEIVED & SPECTED
FEB 14 2006

Pearl Drake } _ _ *

515 Flower Ln. , Painted Post, NY 14870

November 2, 2005 6:39 PM

Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Cffice Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer;

1 have serious concemns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) positicn to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 'While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

T wili continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Pearl Drake

cC:
FCC General Email Box
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| FEB 14 2006

Rewee  _ 1FCCMAIRQOM.
927 Scouten Road , Mansfield, PA 16933-8961 '

November 2, 2005 4:15 PM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.5. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) pasition to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, inchuding me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Ray Weber

cel

FCC General Email Box
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FEB 1 4 2006

Thomas S MeCluske

21435 hwy,49 , Saucier, MS 395749514

November 2, 2005 3:20 PM

Senator Trent Lott

U.S. Senate

487 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Lott:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissiens' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minuates a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zere minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior eitizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahble menthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Thomas S McCluskey

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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FEB 1 4 2008
David Bencoma
P.0.Box 53 , Okemah, OK 74859 FCCTMAILROOM

November 2, 20056 8:36 PM

Representative Dan Boren

U.5. House of Representatives
216 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Boren:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a

month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, 1o give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses ali across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

David Bencoma

cce

FCC General Email Box
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FEB 14 2008

P O Box 28 , Dacula, GA 30019-0001

November 2, 2005 6:12PM

Senator Saxby Chambliss

U.S. Senate

416 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Chambliss:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance vsers, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along"” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behaif, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Roy McCreary

ccl

FCC General Email Box
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Clzde SteEhens FEB 1 4 2006

1600 Sunset St Apt 14, Fort Stockton, TX 79735-2940
FCC-MAILROOM
November 2, ol PM
Senator John Cornyn
U.8. Senate

517 Hart Senate Office Building
‘Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Cornyn:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zere minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing se.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer | would like ensure T am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more,  And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your positien on this matter. -
Bincerely, -
Clyde Stephens ‘ .

ec: .
FCC General'Email Box




